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Source: https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/tackling-online-disinformation
Diversity in information (consumption)  = impact disinformation 
EU policy on tackling online disinformation
“Public authorities should commit to providing an enabling
environment for substantial media pluralism through a combination
of de facto and de jure protection of basic rights to free
expression and diverse information”.
Source: Report of the independent High level Group on fake news and online disinformation
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5“Everyone has the right to freedom of expression. This right shall include 
freedom to hold opinions and to receive and impart information and ideas 
without interference by public authority and regardless of frontiers”.
Image source: https://www.uniglobalunion.org/
6A basic right to diverse information? 
Image source: https://www.uniglobalunion.org/
European Court of Human Rights
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“[T]he State, in fulfilling the functions assumed by it in regard to education and
teaching, must take care that information or knowledge included in the
curriculum is conveyed in an objective, critical and pluralistic manner” (Kjeldsen,
Busk Madsen and Pedersen v. Denmark, 1976).
“Freedom of expression (...) is applicable not only to "information" or "ideas" that
are favourably received or regarded as inoffensive or as a matter of indifference, but
also to those that offend, shock or disturb the State or any sector of the population.
Such are the demands of that pluralism, tolerance and broadmindedness without
which there is no "democratic society” (Handyside v. the UK, 1976).
European Court of Human Rights
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“The Court has frequently stressed the fundamental role of freedom of
expression in a democratic society, in particular where, through the press,
it serves to impart information and ideas of general interest, which the
public is moreover entitled to receive [...]. Such an undertaking cannot be
successfully accomplished unless it is grounded in the principle of
pluralism, of which the State is the ultimate guarantor. This
observation is especially valid in relation to audio-visual media, whose
programmes are often broadcast very widely” (Informationsverein Lentia
and Others v. Austria, 1993).
European Court of Human Rights
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“[T]he domestic authorities in the instant case failed to have sufficient
regard to the public’s right to be informed of a different perspective
on the situation in south-east Turkey, irrespective of how unpalatable that
perspective may be for them” (Erdogdu and Ince v. Turkey, 1999).
“[I]t is [...] incumbent on the press to impart information and
ideas on political issues, including divisive ones. Not only has the press
the task of imparting such information and ideas; the public has a right to
receive them” (Sürek v. Turkey (No. 1), 1999).
European Court of Human Rights
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“[T]he State [must] ensure, first, that the public has access
through television and radio to impartial and accurate
information and a range of opinion and comment, reflecting
inter alia the diversity of political outlook within the country and,
secondly, that journalists and other professionals working in the
audiovisual media are not prevented from imparting this
information and comment” (Manole and Others v. Moldova,
2009).
European Court of Human Rights
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“Where a State decides to create a public broadcasting system, [...] the
domestic law and practice must guarantee that the system provides a
pluralistic audiovisual service. Particularly where private stations are still too
weak to offer a genuine alternative and the public or State organisation is
therefore the sole or the dominant broadcaster within a country or region, it is
indispensable for the proper functioning of democracy that it transmits
impartial, independent and balanced news, information and comment and in
addition provides a forum for public discussion in which as broad a spectrum as
possible of views and opinions can be expressed” (Manole and Others v.
Moldova, 2009).
European Court of Human Rights
“In the light of its accessibility and its capacity to store and communicate
vast amounts of information, the Internet plays an important role in
enhancing the public’s access to news and facilitating the dissemination of
information in general” (Times Newspaper Ltd (Nos. 1 and 2) v. the UK,
2009).
12
European Court of Human Rights
“In such a sensitive sector as the audio-visual media, in addition to its negative duty of non-
interference the State has a positive obligation to put in place an appropriate legislative
and administrative framework to guarantee effective pluralism (...).
With this in mind, it should be noted that in Recommendation CM/Rec(2007)2 on media
pluralism and diversity of media content [...] the Committee of Ministers reaffirmed that ‘in
order to protect and actively promote the pluralistic expressions of ideas and opinions as well
as cultural diversity, member States should adapt the existing regulatory frameworks,
particularly with regard to media ownership, and adopt any regulatory and financial measures
called for in order to guarantee media transparency and structural pluralism as well as diversity
of the content distributed’” (Centro Europa 7 S.R.L. and Di Stefano v. Italy, 2012).
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European Court of Human Rights
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“[T]he Court recognises the immediate and powerful effect of the
broadcast media, an impact reinforced by the continuing function of radio
and television as familiar sources of entertainment in the intimacy of the
home. [...] Notwithstanding [...] the significant development of the
internet and social media in recent years, there is no evidence of a
sufficiently serious shift in the respective influences of the new and of the
broadcast media in the respondent State to undermine the need for special
measures for the latter” (Animal Defenders International v. the UK [GC],
2013).
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